To go with what I mailed earliei-, Mindert on Hartogs, Oswald born assassin waiting to assinate- 
gerhaps tliis can be the beginning of what I've written on -this* with what I wrote about 
^artogs to follow at the end of this injertion 



If it can be saitd that anything is rewarding in examining as overt and indedent 

. . j . . . 

a commercialization and exploitation of as great and painful ia national tragedy the 

» / 

IK’ JFK assassination was or the totality of abandonment of all the ethical standards 
tvvtYw lUA^nr 

of^widting, certainly checking Posner out qualifies. 

With so many departures from fact, reality and truth crammed into so large a text, 

checking them all out is a practical impossibility. It would just take inter min able 
Posner's 

time because ihEs£''dishone:ities and departureyfrom all the recognized standards of 
non-fiction M writing permeate the book. Yet a- they are indispensible in the book he 

H ^ 

wrote and-aeh±v«d=hQ±k=s3=s sought money and international fame from it. 

Because Posner himself says that his so-called biography of Oswald is the most 

important part of his book and because without Ills falsified pretense that is basic to 

the book^ie that from youth on 0 3W ald a was an assassin 'waErt voting his moment to 
— * 

assassinate, I did check some of tills fantasy out. In doing- that ilhat became obvious 
is that my initial impression when I first befean reading his book, that it is the most 
dishonest oi a rather large number of supposed assassination books, is not an exaggeration. 

Tiie totality of o ^ his dishonest, its deliberatness , its brazenness and the extent 
of his abandonment of a.Ll ethics and standards of non-fiction, ethics and standards 
that should be dgered to more regidly on such a subject as this, was a surprise. 

Such things as inventing sources, citing sources as saying what they neierh said 
nor even suggested and quoting'!*' incorrect~t ooMioh testimony based on faulty recollection 

f'/ * * 

that was corrcted and withdrawn, under oath, at the very poit he cites^as ^hiving the 

Hr J 

exact^opposite meaning of the one sworn to, are not all that commonplace in the many 

reallfe. has! books supposedly on the assassination. , 

i/A^A 

But without this display of having no active conscience at all^qa^canrio t be said 
too often given the reception his atrocity received from the major media worldwide, 

Posner would have had no book at all. 

Without his dishonesties, Posner has nothing. Absolutely nothing to call a book. 

Itts basis of Ids claim that Os.ald »as an assassin f„m childhood is ms orn XLiZZr 
for which he pretends he has the authority he does not have, not in any part of it. 
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A/ ' n a 

As we see in checking this out, Posner haa a motive in his coniftived assassin As 

on me and my writing aid on Sylvia Iveagher and hers; his falsifications cannot survive 

comparison wit/h. honest, responsible writing. He begins his efforts to destroy our 
V t seven th andp 

credibility to his readers and to. the media at the very beginning with me on ’the/ninth 

7|t, rH, i J> 

page of his first chapter with,, as ‘I note elsewhere , (criticisml/that have no validity at 

Jn IW / 

al^re^^’esentyun entirely different book than I wrote , with an entirely different 
focus. 




To go with Bartogs Insert - 3 



Posner wastes no time building a eske phony psychiatric assess case against Oswald 

4 - (A 



..... f\J-S _ __ 

as a born-to-bc asoassi;.i beginning with liis prejudiced~&cceunt of Oswald's arrest at 

J 

tlv Texas Theater* Oh only the second and third pages of this book he lias Oswald 

V 1 J 

smirking at tlie police an they took liim froi.i the theater w/ and at the beginning of the 
first police interrogation of liim. x t is notj/rue, Posner^wtT^is not true, and where 



he cites as alleged soureo>A.t was with the expectation that his. sources would not be 



u au'j y; ou, uj. hy.i. w iu o 

t. jfe'/iis Sources said no-dit-sMiefe- j fehing-«»€l/feey did not even hint at 



checked iTr-any-e¥efit . 

CP 

it or anything like it. P-o r tte -- o ae— thar-^teads--irrbo- th u ai.ialu nr-s hi - i nke ry , that io -t he d? , 
baseless~base-^f--thc-'first---part'--of"thc--boelf-^e--dees--not _ t3V5ir"ci'±uri:”h£rv'G~any~sous<3e-,-^ 

When tli; crowd outside the theater first r jzrf / Oswald and "surged forward, sssE 
screaming obscenities" and threatening to kill him^ Bgsner writes thit instead or being 
apprehensive, which one would expect, Oswald "smirked and hollered baeft 'I protest tills 
police brutality'*" Posner's claimed source is th ■ Commission testimony of Officer 
Gerald Hill, on page 21 of v olume VII. Neither this nor anything like it is in that 
testimony. 

Posner not only male it up, there are photographs available at the Archives which 

UrOO 

prove Oswald &gr not "smirking" then. 

Posner made uo that Oswald also smirked while in the police car being driven to 

n 

headquarters. He says that in response to Officer Ci.T. Walker telling him ho might find 

out if "they bum for murder" in Texas , referring to Oswald, "Again, the suspect 

smirked." His citation to tills is Walker? /’estimony in the same volume, pages 40-42. 

Walker did testify to the "burn" exchnjagc but he did not use th word "smirk 

he suggested nothing like it a»l eacli - ^"; and every one of his references to how Oswald 

& 

looked and behaved are the opposite of smirking. 

On the next page Posner writes about the police asking Oswald, on finding he had 

f (S^fi 



ruent: 



rrs _ J 

ifications under thiatvfea name a# as/Olek II. dell, "Which one. are you?" Posner 



the# says of Oswald, "A smirk again crossed Ills face. 'You figure it out, 1 he said. 

, 

f'his time ssj’aoes not even invent a source and once again, nothing at all 




To go with ^artofes insert - 4 



li ke it happened. 

v_^- 

Posner contrived tliia 



as a novelist wouM, loading f^ont it into the allegation 



( I /VI 



cadmng irom iv into tin 

}ua Trtk , c tm i h - 



hat nobody had ever figured Oswald out but hcThere, ft. or tu.: first tirac^-y. f , w . Id do— that » 



or , 



cmtiMbfr-B tegLakl g 



i T isiiur b ! o t^is~&&-ki»-ei id... '~ Uiid — aB— he 

. iiitiiiipretaiion -ei^UwaM-frorrM^oo A oot iv o aad aiiijlod "tar ogr alhy^-of hi m . 

/j ,>4y _ 

B/t/j 10 waste# no time poisoning the reader's mind and he didrthat with overt 



; dishonesty, either attributing to hi; 
just I; 



V 

s sourcr/clains sources wiiat they did net say or /, 
w/ 0 WJ is U CcWvU^'fYi th AM ‘■Ur's ?n\f -/ 7 b W 



vjr / tt/j JJ iv i J 7 

malting if up ^.thout a soui-c&j, i ildoh ■ fe r-what-- fae -- did . t o. o lead 1nto-h1«>--^wel qp 
^ 0 ) iu it*" ^ M pf ^ 

oil5^aii4sr'thc assassin born to bo ;.ui assassin. He uses the word "smirfc" to 



t^say that his born-to-be-assassin Oswald was taking satisfaction from having killed 
the President* 

-- — 7 ' las a verb_^ 

' The first two meanings of "smirF*/iri the Random House unabridged dicton^ry 

are" % " 1 )tjsmirk in an affectedjfc offensively familiar way; 2 ) to express with a 
smirk: He smirked his lewd delight at the scen^ jgtalics in original |4oth convey what 
Posner w anted fee to have believed, the second in particular, as in "He smirked his !m-1 
delight at having killed the President." 

The Oxford American Dictionary gives an apt definition of the word as a noun: 

"a self-satisfied smile.!! What as Posner writes could Oswald have been "self-satis- 
fied" about on being arrested other than, -Lorn-to-h^a^assassin that Posner makes 
him other than because he had killed the President? 

1 op 

Posner made this up and /attributed it to .sources who did not say it and got away 

A vA4y 

with it when most of the major media in love with his seeming confirmation of 

\_assassination j 

of of f iciaiySythology none of the major media had ever really questioned, ^t covered 
them for their failures. 




Posner carried his invention, his get-rich-quick fiction, forward with himself 



in the shrink’ s role 




Insert on Ilartogs, Oswald born assassin -5 



What Eniffitosi'Posner attributes to the psychiatrist f^natui /^ * ^artogs, who examined 
the boy Oswald for the city of Hew York, is»-*gs£o "I f ound ipjn to have definitive 
traits of ^ngerousness. In • other words, this child has a potential for explosive, 



-agrs'e aggressive, nnxassHifxag assasultive acting out which was rather unusual to 
find in a child* ..." (page 12) 



Posner continues with, "Hartogs* diagnosis was jf ' personality pattern disturbance 

/ 

with schiXoid features and passive-aggressive tendencies. ... Although Bartogs thought 
he 1 was quite clear 1 in emphazing Oswald's potential for violence by 'the diagnosis of 
passive-aggressive,' he did not explicitly state it since that would have siiipi53: 
mandated institutionalization. Instead he recommended that Oswald be placed on 
probation so long as he was under guidance, preferably by a psychiatrist.^" 

For what he attributes to H artog3 Posner has five source nots, to pages 
and 223 of Hartogs Commission testimony ■'and'" one _ to _ the Commission exhibit that is a 

photstat of ^artogs ' report on liis examination of Oswald, Commission 

r - 

HartosJ ExhibiiTT^At the end oi what I quote from his page 13 above, he has this footnote 
critical fleagher and of me : 

Harold Weisberg tells of the tests but does not quote any of Hartogs s con- 
clusions. Sylvia Meagher, in her acclaimed book Accessories After the Fact 
wri tes, There is, then, no basis in any of the available medical or psychiatric 
histones for allegations that Oswald was psychotic, aberrant, or mentally 
unsound m any degree.” Meagher's conclusion is contradicted not only by 
Hartogs but also by two Soviet psychiatrists who evaluated Oswald after his 
iailed suicide attempt in Moscow in 1959 (see page 51). f 

If one reads Posner's page 51 one finds a common Posner trick. He does there refer 

to the two Soviet psychiatrists who examined Oswald when he was in the hospital for 

three days after slashing lds^wSte wrists, but one does not find a single e-^ITword either 

saying or eve#-/ suggesting that they said anything at all that "contradicted" a word 

in what ^eagher wrote that he Posner here quotes. My book to which Posner refers was not 

on Oswald. x t was on the Warren Commisson,qs its title states < -hrpetitieus3^E* There was 

/n. 

no relevance in it for what hartogs did say or what Posner says he said, the two not 

v A 

identical, as we see« 

Throughout the book Posner has such notes, pretending to cite what does not exist 
to support his fabrications. 




Insert on Hartogs, Oswald, born assassin waiting to assassinate -/&■' 






In a book that would not have been any book at a book in wliich^^orruption 

K (X\u( h isttiuOdl 1 ] 

of fact and truth is^indi sponsible, a book as thoroughly dishonest as Posner's, the 

... 1 

book in which he says Ills Meg biography of Oswald is the most important part, Posner 

is flagrantly corrupt and. dishonest in his^ iSSiefefeisn of what the shrink Hartogs. \ , 

CLi H 

actually, said about Oswald. iteiesaiot This basis of Posner's book is not only Mart /-■ ^ 

i liuhfry L 

HartogB-^etther-saidr-nor-HisaJit, without reasonable question Posner 

. ^ what without which, in his own words, he has no book at all! 

®his also provides an explanation of Ills indecent, unmanly, utterly dishonest 

attack on -theMate Sylvia Meagher who, having died years earlier, could not defend 

herself and her work. 

This also is one of the more significant of the innumerable illustrations of Posner's 
dishonesty in Iris endless ^a'bragging that he read all those 26 volumes and had to and 
did index them. If he had either read or indexed them, if he had, as he said, r?.ad the 
books in. his bibliography, then he certainly knew what Meagher wrote about Hartogs apd 
what=he=saari(about Oswald. ^Accesories after the Pac t, page 244)^/ It Is^ juoVh /j-fcj ;t|Ar7 
"...no indication of psychiatric changes; superior mental endowment; no retarda- 
tion despite truancy; np psychotic mental changes. Disturbed youngster who 
suffer$ tender the zeh impact of really existing emotional isolation and deprivation." 
For this she cited Hartogs Exhibit 1 , Hartogs actually report. (20HB9) 

Citing Hartogs Commission testimony, with Iris report i>/his hands, feagher continued: 

](}- "...He conceded that it failed to mention any potential for violence, assaultive 

or homicidal potential, or incipient schizophrenia. He conceded also that if 
fa he had found such traits in the boy, he would have said so in Iris report. "Jl, 

| tr — ' / (Accessories after the ? att , page^ 244 ) ^ ^ /_) 

Meagher cited Hartogs testimony under quseMo Commission questioningr-page-SSI . 



At tliat point Hartogs was actually correcting his mistaken testimony tSt”isthe 



Jtl'Uiurt-i 



basis of Posner's fabrication about Oswald-/ 'born asspssin. Of what Posner misused, when 
read to Irim by Counsel Wesley Liebeler, //nrtogs v said'^"It contradicts my recollection." 




Hartogs indert - 7 A 



Hartogs* testimony is a very big thing to Posner and for his book. Posner's own 



sources notes (page 509) cite pages 220 and 223. Can it be believed that he did not itaan 

, /J Is.i ■ ■ n - 

evefrj look at page 221 ? Obviously not and obviously the deliberateness is another of 

v/ £ 

Posner's self Ojcharacterizati 021 s 1/ And what a piotare of th'e v -saa- man it is! 

llov; brazen, how urifaringjrhsviTitl^ily indifferent to the possibility of getting 
at iti 



caught 



Can this potentially ruinous dishonesty have been dared without the knowledge that 

TT ‘V 

Random iJ ouse would not hae have any authentic p§ag==per peer review made? 

5“ .iith both this matter and all of Opened indicating what such a -g&gr 

peer reviw review would have shown? ^ ClAl / 

Cpuld Posner have d ared submit this monumentally dishonest book without the cer- 
tainty there would be no such review? 



Random Hpuse was the only possible -Spurce of ■&&&' assurance. 

Could/have come come other than from the official who shares Posner's dedication 

with his wife, risha, "To Bob Loomis, my editor, who nurtured this project from its 

inception." 

^ Robe rt Sai Dahlen's 

poomis was more than Posner's editor; - ®® Publishers Weekly May 3, 1993 story on 



the coining assassination-fiaenv anniversary books,* identifies him as "Random House vice- 

frjP- 

president and executive editor." StTwhat loomis told Dahlen, he was then thoroughly 

•5* 

familiar with the book's contents and the exceptional importance of the foregoing 

■ythe 

fabrications a in it : "At^Seart of it is a biography of Lee ^arvey Oswald." 

Would not this same ^oomis have been the official who decided upon and arranged for 
peer reviews? 

The ^oomis who said this of the book while "reluctant tc^eveal much of the book's 

contents" only "because it's too early" while also telling Dahlen that the book 

1 

"coiironts" others who have written in tho field"/ and that he "expects the book to 
arouse controversy"? 

The fact that there would b£ controversy, that as he knew the book condemns those 




Hartogs in3ert-7B 



who then would have every interest in defending themselves, did not suggest to the 
Random House vice president and executive editor that his publishing house's reputation 
did not require protection from an unimaginable disaster if this ffeaud of a book were to 
be exposed a3 soon as it appeared? 



w hich would have happened if the media had met its responsibilities? 

With this apotheosis _of dishonesty this perfection in corruption - all those Posner 
sa*s Posner "sndrked" his "satisfaction" from having killed the President said no such 



tiling and did not even suggest it and the truth about H artogs is that he 
swore under oath to the exacts opposite oflP^hat Posner quotes as his professional 
opinion - can anyone who disagrees with him have indicted and condemnedT^Posner more 
convincingly, more thoroughly that he kmself does in this complete fabrication of what 



he himself , supported by Loomis, says in the most important part of his lakh? 



What 



jj 

oomis says it 



"the heart of it"? 



Without which Posner and Random House would have had no hook at all? 
And their enormous benefit from it? 




Hartogs insert-^ -j 



Ssked by Liebeler, 



"It would not appear from this report that you found any indication in the char- 
Lee 

acter of' Oswald at that time that would indicte this possible violent outburst , 
is there?" 

I 

Hartog s responded, "I didn^t mention it in the report." Liebeler thn-as then asked, 

^ , a 

If you had found it, -w-teir would have mentioned it ixjtne report? "/Jartogs response was, 

"I would have mentioned it; yes." (20H221) 

This is not a simple error. We are none of us immune to that. This is the 

basis of the most imprtant part of his book, as Posner himself stated, asdlhe deliierate- 

ifwtj 

ness of his inesedibie dishonesty cannot be exaggerated. 

'k /:■!>-$/ 

Under oath and in thajEr volume Posner claims to have studied and' 



SV U - u - » V 

indeX, Hartogs swo re t’o the exact op posite of what Posner says! 

He actually testified that what Posner quotes, without reference to his correction of 
it, was not true and he: did correct it only four pages later 0 










that_Jae _ is corru nLand. di shoneM^-Ahaffher 



£alsi£ied^l^t-he-.himself__sgys_is most 



important in ■hlsfbc'ok ; ' and that he did it knowingly, not by error, because without this 
dfdlYuk 4-i u 

®errugticS^of-w}iat-he- inew'a-jas“true-%e-ha(Ilno_bpokfat aTT ? " — *"* _ _ 

Does this not also illustrate why he had to condemn those who wrote in disagreement/^-^/ 

Ortfleitoi <i / 

with the official mythology he set but~toi /commercialize and exploit because without XM 

Ms false pretenses about us those reading Ms book might compare it with what we wrote?'/' ^ 

M j 

Because utterly disproves' Ms concoction and he knew that before he began to write 



/ 






Ms rewriting of our so painful Mstory for Ms dirty pieces of silver, -feat dirty pieces 
a-/ 

■&hsfe=made=i»©ne§E-f or Mm and for Random House and ^fonade Posner a world figure? 

Does this , too , not explain wht^Random House aujpiilStf the traditional peer review 



T 

review with controversial nog-fiction? 

. y 

Did it not have rrason to believe that anyond who had made a series' study of the 

■ . _ '\h(A 

assassination and its investigations might '¥eee^' < fcMs v «6^euadi4& 1 oper> dishonety from 

Meagher’s book? But, as we see throughout, Posner and ^andorn House were upf to that! 

(j^, pin XlVJYYv j l) i ^ ' 




Hartogs inert - 0 



For money" ! For dirty monev! 

The Random House certainty that the major media would he without question is ob- 
vious. Tliis in itself says much about the major media when what Random House had to have 
assumed is considered. 

It depended upon acceptance and support from the major media. And that it got. 

But just suppose that before vesting its reputation in it<h»»r support and ecnour- 

agement to this incredibly bad book any component had done any checking, of even what 

most obviously called for checking? 

'o 

n any checking, is not his^areful omission of where in her book ^eagher said 
what Posner says she wrote a red flag, waving to be heeded? 

And when she qUOte ^'hkHo^Ja^aying the exact appos ite of what is so basic in 
Posner's book, does that not really demand checking? Especially when all that had to be 
done was what I did, go to the testimony she cites, 8H221? 



If for all the money and prestige it investigated in the first ancillary rights, 
supposed U.S. Jews had exercised the very minimum in self-protections and being sure 
dt got its money's worth? Oh- fo £T Tl^tf vt* ti/td) vfon "? 

Or that any one of the TV nets all of which treated Posner as the one and only oracle 
load? Public broadcasting included. 

Especially COT, when Posner was disputed and contradicted to his face and for 
all practical purposes called a thief to his face? 

f°r that after Nosenko threw mud in Posner's face on ABC it had had any question 
at all? 



T-il (UBS-TF accepted him and what he said so uncritically? fj) On Mdtn 

M-w, noc~T v if 14 m p ,,v-0h Ofy h />- ^ /„ v fn r “f mu > 

i f any one of these major-media components had behaved naturally, done the minimiim 
of checking, Posner and Random House would have been ruined. 

But they did not, not a single one of them, in any part of the major media. 

And ,3«is startlingly ob^ous, Random House was certain it would get away with 0* 

/£ coldly calculatecbaaci unprecedented and very profitable fraud. 

Of such is the iand-em kingdom in post-JFK assassination ~|he United States of Ameriaa! 



,j/mO 
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extra space 

JL 

Important as he is to Posner's book, his vfalth and fame from it, what struck me 

4 

as odd when I first read ihs his first chapter is ±l)e bevity of his use of thaTshrink 
giefa. his absolute indispensibility to Posner's ticket to fame and ’fortune. Long as the 
book is, this is the only mention of ^artogs, in this paar part of Pomer's first chapter. 
He appears and disappears at the same time and in the same place, ge is never 
mentioned again® 

Quite separate from what Posner did with Hartogs^ this scant reference to him with 
all the basic importance he has in Posner's book raises questions about him® 



ttu 



What is fila r togs ' story? VIhat kind of man, what kind of psychaitrist is he? 
I t%nk that what is in the draft can follow this® 




